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Título: La investigación española en psicología educativa desde una pers-
pectiva de género (2008-2018). 
Resumen: Se realiza un estudio comparativo desagregado por sexos de la 
producción científica en psicología educativa de los investigadores que tra-
bajan en instituciones españolas. Se han identificado 1949 autores que han 
publicado algún trabajo en revistas indexadas en la categoría Psychology 
Educational del Journal Citation Reports (JCR) correspondiente a los años 
2008-2018. El 56.44% de los autores identificados fueron mujeres frente a 
un 41.92% de hombres y 1.64% de autores que no ha sido posible identifi-
car. Los resultados muestran un aumento en el número de trabajos publi-
cados en esta disciplina y un aumento del número de mujeres que trabajan 
en psicología educativa a lo largo del período analizado. Se puede concluir 
que en la psicología educativa española todavía no existe una igualdad de 
género, especialmente cuando se considera la élite de la investigación, ya 
que entre los grandes productores existe un mayor número de hombres 
que de mujeres y es en el grupo de pequeños y medianos productores don-
de el número de mujeres supera al de los hombres. Resulta fundamental 
profundizar y seguir realizando estudios que evalúen la evolución y tenden-
cias de forma desagregada por sexos para acometer las medidas correctoras 
necesaria que permitan alcanzar la igualdad de género. 
Palabras clave: Psicología educativa. Producción científica española: Es-
tudios de género. Bibliometría. 
  Abstract: A comparative study disaggregated by gender of the scientific 
production in Educational Psychology of researchers working in Spanish 
institutions is carried out. A total of 1949 authors have been identified who 
have published some work in journals indexed in the Psychology Educa-
tional category in the Journal Citation Reports (JCR) corresponding to the 
years 2008-2018. The 56.44% of the authors identified were women versus 
41.92% of men and a 1.64% of authors could not be identified. The results 
show an increase in the number of papers published in this discipline and 
an increase in the number of women working in Educational Psychology 
throughout the period analyzed. However, as a conclusion it could be indi-
cated that in Spanish Educational Psychology there is still no gender equal-
ity, especially when the research elite is considered, since among the largest 
producers there is a greater number of men than women and it is only 
when analyzing the groups of small and medium producers, where the 
number of women exceeds that of men. It is essential to deepen and con-
tinue carrying out studies that evaluate the evolution and tendencies in a 
disaggregated way by gender to undertake the necessary corrective 
measures that allow achieving gender equality.  





The analysis of scientific activity based on gender is giving 
rise to numerous comparative studies that aim to determine 
whether or not there are differences in the characteristics of 
scientific activity that researchers of both sexes are carrying 
out. For this, bibliometric analyses are proving very useful, 
by allowing to analyse the characteristics of the research ac-
tivity in an objective way, to see how it is evolving or wheth-
er or not there are differences in this activity depending on 
gender and age, and to compare the results with those of 
other knowledge areas or geographic regions. 
The presence and evolution of women in different fields 
and disciplines has been the subject of different studies 
aimed at determining the possible existence of differences in 
the scientific activity carried out by men and women (Efrain 
et al., 2014; Haba-Osca et al., 2019; Mayer, Lenherr et al., 
2017; Pyatigorskaya & Di Marco, 2017; Ramakrishnan et al., 
2014; Torres- Salinas et al., 2010). Studies that have analysed 
gender differences in collaborative research and the scientific 
results of interdisciplinarity have also been carried out. The 
results have indicated that when papers are written exclusive-
ly by women, work teams tend to be smaller than any of 
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those that also include men (Araujo & Fontainha, 2017). 
Other studies have analysed the mobility of researchers 
based on gender and, in this case, the results indicate that 
although women present greater international mobility com-
pared to men, however, compared to men, the frequency of 
international visits of women is less, their visit occur at the 
beginning of the stages in their career, they are shorter and 
their destinations are closer to home (Cañibano et al., 2016), 
being women without children who are participating more 
actively in mobility programs (De Filippo et al., 2009). Other 
studies have been devoted to analysing the presence of 
women in the governing bodies of journals (Addis & Villa, 
2003; González-Sala & Osca-Lluch, 2018; Mauleón et al., 
2013; Miqueo et al., 2011; Ortega Toro et al., 2015; Steg-
maier et al., 2011). 
However, despite the fact that the presence of women 
has increased in all disciplines, some generalist studies on teh 
status of women in science indicate that researchers publish 
fewer scientific articles and sign in less relevant positions 
than researchers, participate in fewer international collabora-
tions and their works receive fewer citations (FECYT, 2017; 
Larivière et al., 2013; Skinner & Louw, 2009). For this rea-
son, there is currently a growing interest in Spain to improve 
the situation of women in different professional fields, in-
cluding scientists and academics (Torres-Salinas et al., 2010). 
Making women visible by publicizing their contributions in 
the development of science and the advancement of 
knowledge continues to be an essential activity in the slow 
Spanish research in Educational Psychology from a gender perspective (2008-2018)                                                                       45 
anales de psicología / annals of psychology, 2021, vol. 37, nº 1 (january) 
path towards effective equality between men and women. 
The objective of this work is to know whether or not there 
are differences in productivity in the research carried out in 
Spain in the area of educational psychology depending on 




Material and method  
 
It is important to bear in mind that the results provided 
by this study are obtained based on the analysis of the rec-
ords of works published in journals that have been included 
in the Journal Citation Reports (JCR) databases of the edi-
tions corresponding to the years 2008 to 2018. The infor-
mation collection process was carried out in the Web of Sci-
ence database, using as a search profile all the titles of the 
journals included in the thematic category Psychology Educa-
tional between 2008 and 2018, both inclusive, entering each 
one of the titles in the “Source” field. Subsequently, all the 
studies carried out with the participation of Spanish institu-
tions were selected, using the term “Spain” in the “Address” 
field and limiting the search to documents published be-
tween 2008 and 2018. 
The records found were dumped into a database created 
in Access. All the records obtained were reviewed and the 
information contained in the author field was normalized, 
identifying the variants with which the authors’ names and 
sex are registered. Regarding the counting system, the total 
counting system has been chosen, according to which the re-
covered documents are assigned to each of the authors par-
ticipating in the publication. In order to better identify and 
visualize the relationship between the large producers in Ed-
ucational Psychology and the co-authors, network analysis 
software has been used (Borgatti, 2002; Borgatti et al., 2013), 
creating a table in which the large producers with the co-
authors are related, converting into a weighted symmetric 
matrix.    
 
Analysis  
Frequency counting, percentage calculations and χ
2 
tests 
were performed to determine the existence of statistical dif-
ferences between men and women based on the number of 
works and signatures per year. The analysis of social net-
works was carried out with the UCINET version 6 program 
(Borgatti et al., 2014) and the representation of the network 
graph with the Netdraw software (Borgatti, 2002; Borgatti et 




During the period 2008-2018, both years inclusive, a total of 
935 papers were published in the journals included in the 
Psychology Educational category of the Journal Citation Re-
ports (JCR) that included the participation of a Spanish insti-
tution. During all the years studied, the number of journals 
included in the Psychology Educational thematic area has 
been increasing, going from the 42 journals indexed in the 
JCR in 2008 to 59 in 2018, which represents a growth rate of 
40.76% during the period studies. The number of papers 
published with the collaboration of a Spanish institution has 
also been increasing over time, although we can observe, as 
shown in Figure 1, that there have been large fluctuations 
and it has varied from a maximum of 128 papers in 2018 to 
a minimum of 54 in 2008. The growth rate of number of 
works in 2018 compared to 2008 is 137.04%. 
 
 
Figure 1. Evolution of the number of journals and number of papers 
published in JCR. 
 
The 935 papers published had a total of 3,304 signatures 
corresponding to a total of 1,949 authors, of which 1,100 
(56.44%) were women, 817 (41.92%) were men and in 32 
(1.64%) authors it was not possible to identify the gender.  
In the chronological distribution presented in Table 1, a 
constant increase in the number and percentage of women is 
observed, going from 48.72% in 2008 to 55.30% in 2018, 
with 2017 being the one that stands out by reaching its high-
est level (55.87%). The years 2008 and 2011 stand out for 
being the years in which the number of male authors exceeds 
the number of women in the publication of works in Educa-
tional Psychology journals included in the WoS. These data 
reflect the increase in women in Educational Psychology re-
search and coincide with the results obtained in previous 
studies that indicated that in Educational Psychology the 
number of women during the periods 2004-2008 and 2009-
2013 exceeded that of men (Osca-Lluch & González-Sala, 
2017). Although there is an increase in the number of wom-
en per years as authors and in the number of signatures, 
these differences did not turn out to be statistically signifi-
cant χ2 = 12.186, 10 gl., p = .273, Ф =.065 and χ2 = 16.702, 
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Table 1. Distribution of men and women in relation to the years of publication of the works (number of authors and number of signatures).   
Number of authors Number of signatures 
Years M % M F % F U %U Total M % M F % F U %U Total 
2008 80 51.28 76 48.72 0 0 156 90 54.22 76 45.78 0 0 166 
2009 92 43.60 119 56.40 0 0 211 100 44.64 124 55.36 0 0 224 
2010 111 42.37 141 53.82 10 3.82 262 151 43.39 186 53.45 11 3.16 348 
2011 123 53.25 107 46.32 1 0.43 231 133 54.29 111 45.31 1 0.4 245 
2012 103 47.25 115 52.75 0 0 218 108 47.58 119 52.42 0 0 227 
2013 134 49.26 138 50.74 0 0 272 156 51.49 147 48.51 0 0 303 
2014 117 43.82 146 54.68 4 1.50 267 144 44.17 178 54.60 4 1.2 326 
2015 127 44.72 156 54.93 1 0.35 284 154 47.38 170 52.31 1 0.3 325 
2016 142 44.51 177 55.49 0 0 319 148 42.65 199 57.35 0 0 347 
2017 124 44.13 157 55.87 0 0 281 145 46.62 166 53.38 0 0 311 
2018 157 40.57 214 55.30 16 4.13 387 208 43.15 254 52.70 20 4.15 482 
Total 1310 45.36 1546 53.53 32 1.11 2.888 1537 46.52 1730 52.36 37 1.12 3.304 
*the value of total authors is not the same as the total value per years due to the fact that several authors have published in different years, while in the total 
we add the different authors in all period. M=Male, F=Female, U=Unknown.  
 
The distribution of men and women in relation to 
productivity levels (Table 2) shows that throughout the en-
tire period studied, a large proportion of authors (70.55%) 
are transitory, since they have published a single work during 
the entire period. period. Among the eventual authors there 
are more women (72.55%) than men (67.07%). It is also ob-
served that, among the large producers, considering as such 
those who have published 8 or more works throughout the 
period, the number of men exceeds that of women, howev-
er, among the medium producers (authors between 2 and 7 
works), there are a greater number of women than men. 
 
Table 2. Distribution of the authors by gender and productivity levels. 
Number of authors according to number of works M % M F % F U % U Total 
 1 work 548 67.07 798 72.55 29 90.63 1375 
 2 works 137 16.77 167 15.18 2 6.25 306 
 3 works 49 6.00 57 5.18 0 0.00 106 
 4 works 35 4.28 34 3.09 1 3.13 70 
 5 works 16 1.96 17 1.55 0 0.00 33 
 6 works 11 1.35 7 0.64 0 0.00 17 
 7 works 3 0.37 8 0.73 0 0.00 11 
 8 works 3 0.37 4 0.36 0 0.00 7 
 9 works 2 0.24 4 0.36 0 0.00 6 
 10 works 2 0.24 2 0.18 0 0.00 5 
 >10 works 11 1.35 2 0.18 0 0.00 13 
Total 817 100.00 1100 100.00 32 100.00 1.949 
 
In a given discipline, there is a small group of authors 
who contribute most of the production while a large number 
of authors contribute a small amount of work. Lotka (1926) 
called it a “productivity index”: a system for classifying au-
thors based on the number of works they had published. It 
distinguishes three levels: small producers (those who have 
published only one work); medium producers (have pub-
lished between two and nine works) and large producers 
(who publish ten or more works). Table 3 shows the classifi-
cation of authors who have published works in Educational 
Psychology journals according to their level of productivity. 
It is observed that, during the period analyzed, 70.55% of 
the production in educational psychology has been carried 
out by small producers, that is, authors who have published 
a single work throughout the entire period analyzed and that 
only 0.87% of the authors are large producers, that is, au-
thors who have published 10 or more papers. Among the 17 
large producers, there are 13 men and 4 women. 
 
Table 3. Classification of authors according to their production. 
Levels Number of authors % 
Small producers (One work) 1,375 70.55 
Medium producers (Between 2 and 10) 557 28.58 
Large producers (More than 10) 17 0.87 
Total 1,949 100 
 
When the evolution of the authors' productivity is ana-
lyzed throughout the analyzed period, it is observed that the 
most common number of works published by an author 
during a year is usually 1 or 2 works (see Table 4). However, 
during the period analyzed, there are some authors who have 
published more than 5 papers in the same year. In these cas-
es, the contribution of an author who has published 16 
works in 2010 and 12 in 2018 stands out. The production of 
a second author who has also published 9 works in 2010 and 
a third author also stands out. which in this case, has pub-
lished 7 works in the year 2010. However, when the docu-
mentary typology of all these works is analyzed, it is ob-
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served that, except for one article published in the journal 
Educational Psychology in 2018, the rest of the works are all 
Meeting Abstracts that have been published in the Journal of 
Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities. 
 
Table 4. Evolution of production by years and gender of the authors. 
Years 
1 W. 2 W. 3 W. 4 W. 5 W. 7 W. 9 W. 12 W. 16 W. 
M F U M F U M F U M F U M F U M F U M F U M F U M F U 
2008 71 76 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2009 80 119 0 11 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2010 97 119 10 8 10 1 3 5 0 1 5 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
2011 113 103 1 10 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2012 102 115 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2013 119 130 0 9 7 0 5 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2014 97 125 4 14 14 0 5 5 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2015 112 145 1 10 9 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2016 137 156 0 4 20 0 1 1 0   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2017 109 149 0 10 7 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2018 128 190 14 18 13 1 9 7 0 0 3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 1165 1427 29 103 84 2 30 21 0 5 10 1 4 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 
*the value of the production of the authors does not coincide with the total values per years due to the fact that some authors have published in different 
years throughout the whole period. M=male, F=female, U=unknown. W=works. 
 
Table 5 shows the list of authors who have published a 
greater number of works in indexed journals in the JCR Psy-
chological Educational thematic category during the 2008-
2018 period and their workplace. 
 
Table 5. List of authors with the highest number of works (2008-2018). 
Authors Institution Number of works Gender 
Miguel A. Verdugo Alonso Univ. Salamanca 32 M 
José Carlos Núñez Univ. Oviedo 27 M 
Pedro Rosario Univ. Minho (Portugal) 21 M 
Antonio Valle Univ. A Coruña 16 M 
Eduardo Vidal Abarca Univ. Valencia 16 M 
Cándido J. Inglés Univ. Miguel Hernández de Elche 15 M 
Benito Arias Martinez Univ. Valladolid 14 M 
José M. García Fernández Univ. Alicante 14 M 
Ernesto Panadero Univ. Autónoma de Madrid 14 M 
Jesús Alonso Tapia Univ. Autónoma de Madrid 12 M 
Emilio Sánchez Univ. Salamanca 12 M 
Marta Badia Univ. Salamanca 11 F 
Raquel Cerdán Univ. Católica Valencia 11 F 
Rosario Ortega Ruiz Univ. Córdoba 11 F 
Fernando Cuetos Univ. Oviedo 10 M 
Patricia Navas Univ. Salamanca 10 F 
Ladislao Salmerón Univ. Valencia 10 M 
 
As seen in Table 5, between those 17 authors that have 
published ten or more works during the analyzed period, 
there are only 4 women. One aspect that should be high-
lighted is that 9 of these authors already stood out for their 
high scientific production in this same discipline during the 
period 2004-2013 (González-Sala & Osca-Lluch, 2016). 
In order to know the characterization of the research 
carried out by these great authors, the documentary typology 
of the works carried out by each of these authors and the au-
thorship of the different works have been analyzed. One as-
pect to be highlighted is that none of these authors has pub-
lished solo works, all the works analyzed during this period 
have been carried out in collaboration. As it can be seen in 
Table 6, the largest number of works have been carried out 
in national collaboration and the most frequent documentary 
typology is articles, although some large producers stand out 
for the large number of works published as Meeting Abstracts. 
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Table 6. Characterization of the production of large producers. 
Authors Colaboration Document tipology 
 
Total  
Nat. Int. Art. Correction Edit.mat. Meet. abst. Review 
Miguel A. Verdugo 32 0 2 0 0 30 0 32 
José Carlos Núñez 8 19 26 1 0 0 0 27 
Pedro Rosario 2 19 20 1 0 0 0 21 
Antonio Valle 2 14 16 0 0 0 0 16 
Eduardo Vidal Abarca 15 1 16 0 0 0 0 16 
Cándido J. Inglés 14 1 15 0 0 0 0 15 
Benito Arias Martínez 14 0 2 0 0 12 0 14 
José M. García Fernández 12 2 14 0 0 0 0 14 
Ernesto Panadero 7 7 13 0 0 0 1 14 
Jesús Alonso Tapia 9 3 12 0 0 0 0 12 
Emilio Sánchez 8 4 12 0 0 0 0 12 
Marta Badia 11 0 1 0 0 10 0 11 
Raquel Cerdán 10 1 11 0 0 0 0 11 
Rosario Ortega Ruiz 4 7 11 0 0 0 0 11 
Fernando Cuetos 9 1 10              0 0 0 0 10 
Patricia Navas 10 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 
Ladislao Salmerón 4 6 9 0 1 0 0 10 
Key: Nat. (National); Int. (International); Art. (Article); Edit.mat. (Editorial material); Meet.abst. (Meeting abstract). 
 
Scientific collaboration, understood as joint participation 
with other researchers in research activities, is an essential 
feature in science, being common in many disciplines that 
practically all the works are multi-authored by an increasingly 
high number of authors (Wagner-Döbler, 2001). Scientific 
collaboration has become an essential practice to be able to 
complement shortcomings and the organizations responsible 
for scientific policies try to promote it, demanding or re-
warding it in the projects to be financed and adopting 
measures and programs to promote it (González-Alcaide et 
al., 2008; Gómez-Ferri & González-Alcaide, 2018). An indi-
cator of the activity of scientific collaboration is co-
authorship. The co-authorship analysis reflects a possible 
role for exchanges between researchers and constitutes a 
significant procedure, measured by the number of collabora-
tive publications, between authors, institutions or countries 
and it is used to identify and map regional, national or inter-
national cooperation. Therefore, the analysis of co-
authorship makes it possible to describe and incorporate the 
structure of a group that can be represented by a social net-
work. 
Figure 2 shows the collaboration network of the great 
authors in Educational Psychology during the period 2008-
2018 together with their collaborators. The total number of 
authors that are part of the collaboration network of the 
great authors is 286, however, in the network only the great 
producers and the collaborators with whom they have signed 
two or more works have been represented (105 authors), in 
order to better visualize the existing relationships between 
the different authors. 
The analysis of the co-authorship of scientific publica-
tions has made it possible to identify three research groups 
in Educational Psychology. The largest of the groups is made 
up of 55 authors. In this group there are two subgroups 
connected through Andrés Palacios Picos (Univ. Valladolid). 
The largest subgroup is made up of 32 authors, including a 
series of authors from different universities with a great pro-
duction such as Eduardo Vidal Abarca (Univ. Valencia), Er-
nesto Panadero (Univ. Autónoma Madrid), Jesús Alonso 
Tapia (Univ. Autónoma Madrid), Raquel Cerdán (Univ. Va-
lencia at present), Rosario Ortega Ruiz (Univ. Córdoba) and 
Ladislao Salmerón (Univ. Valencia) and in which Jesús 
Alonso Tapia, Ernesto Panadero and Rosario Ortega Ruiz 
stand out for their intermediation role Within the group. The 
second subgroup is made up of 22 authors and their central 
author is Miguel Ángel Verdugo Alonso (Univ. Salamanca), 
highlighting other great producers such as Benito Arias Mar-
tínez (Univ. Valladolid), Marta Badia (Univ. Salamanca) and 
Patricia Navas (Univ. Salamanca). The third group is made 
up of a total of 44 authors and its main author is José Carlos 
Núñez (Univ. Oviedo), who collaborates intensively with 
Pedro Rosario (Univ. Minho) and Antonio Valle (Univ. A 
Coruña). Other large producers that are integrated into this 
group are Cándido J. Inglés (Univ. Miguel Hernández de El-
che), José Ma García Fernández (Univ. Alicante) and Fer-
nando Cuetos (Univ. Oviedo). As can be seen in Figure 2, 
the remaining group has a smaller number of members, it is 
made up of 6 authors, with Emilio Sánchez (Univ. Salaman-
ca) being the author who has a higher degree of production 
and has the strongest links with José Ricardo García Pérez 
(Univ. Salamanca) and Santiago Roger Acuña Castillo (Univ. 
Autónoma de San Luis Potosí). 
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The Spanish production in educational psychology collected 
and published in journals indexed in the WoS Journal Cita-
tion Reports (JCR) databases during the period 2008-2018 is 
characterized by a constant increase over the years, which 
confirms an upward trend as shown by studies carried out 
previously (González-Sala & Osca-Lluch, 2016). One aspect 
to be highlighted is the existence of an increase in scientific 
production and, furthermore, an increase in the number of 
authors, from 156 authors who published some work during 
2008 to the 387 authors who have published some work dur-
ing 2018. The presence of women in Spanish production in 
educational psychology is notorious. During the period ana-
lyzed, the number of women who have published some 
work in educational psychology journals exceeds the number 
of men, if we except the years 2008 and 2011, in which the 
number of male authors exceeds the number of women. 
When productivity levels by gender are analyzed, it is ob-
served that women have participated in carrying out fewer 
jobs, and that 83.84% of women have only signed one or 
two jobs throughout the entire year period studied. When 
analyzing the production of large producers, it is observed 
that the number of men exceeds that of women (13 men and 
4 women) and only the number of women exceeds that of 
men in the case of eventual authors (1,427 women and 1,165 
men). However, when we compare these results with previ-
ous studies, it is observed that, among the large producers, 
the number of women has increased, since during the period 
2004-2013, there were only 2 authors (González-Sala & Os-
ca-Lluch, 2016) and currently there are 4 those that stand out 
for their production in this discipline. When analyzing, from 
a gender perspective, the characteristics of the scientific pro-
duction in educational psychology of large producers, it is 
observed that there are no differential features in their scien-
tific production. All of them carry out their work in collabo-
ration with other authors, forming part of different networks 
of authors. None of the authors who stand out for their 
great production during this period has published any work 
on educational psychology alone. 
The analysis of the Spanish scientific production in edu-
cational psychology in the Web of Science (WoS) database 
allows us to observe that there is an increase in the number 
of works published in this discipline in journals that have an 
50                                                                        Francisco González-Sala et al. 
anales de psicología / annals of psychology, 2021, vol. 37, nº 1 (january) 
international diffusion and the role is so relevant that scien-
tific journals have in making the scientific production of au-
thors and countries visible. This study shows the usefulness 
of the indicators derived from the publications to know the 
participation of men and women in scientific activity in the 
different disciplines and to identify temporal trends. We 
consider that obtaining it periodically is important to be able 
to monitor the participation of women in the different facets 
of scientific activity. 
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